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organization in the course of 10 years. Implementation choices evolved according to a
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In this research we describe the institutionalization process of an organizational field: that of ERP 
customization choices. We will ground our analysis on the case of a public sector organization in the 
course of 10 years. Implementation choices evolved according to a process where pressures towards 
cross-unit homogeneization were followed by a period of internal differentiation. A subsequent time 
period of inter-organizational and inter-regional homogeneization gave rise to a time period of 
particularization based on local organizational contexts. The processual analysis of implementation 
choices let us conclude that the evolution of the organizational field of customization choices can be 
described as a framing/overflowing dynamics where actors and relations and the ‘situation’ in which the 
issue of similarity can be addressed vary according to a discountinuous and recursive pattern and that 
actors consciously use space and time as resources in their search for niches of autonomy. 
Academic and practitioner studies have focused on documenting the various forms that an extensive 
process of customizing and adapting ERP software systems may take (Pollock & Cornford 2004; 
Richmond, Nelson & Misra, 2006; Liang, Bulton & Byrd, 2004; Kumar, Maheshwar & Kumar, 2003; Light, 
Holland & Wills, 2001). However, the impact of implementation choices on organizational performance is 
hard to measure (Maber, Soni & Venkatraman, 2003). We suggest a different approach towards the 
analysis of implementation choices. It consists in addressing how customization choices relate to each 
other over time. The question to be asked is: how implementation choices of an organization that initially 
decided to tailor the system evolved when the next module implementation or the next system update 
took place?   
Analyses addressing the ‘power of default’ (Clausen & Koch, 1999) and the power of ‘initial 
organizational decisions’ (Pozzebon & Pinsonneault, 2005) focus on early design phases. However, 
managerial guidelines on how to achieve successful outcomes from ERP implementation place increasing 
emphasis on the post-implementation phase (Somers & Nelson, 2004; Wei, Li, Wang, Li & Ju, 2005; 
Berchet & Habchi, 2005). If we move the spectrum of analysis towards later customization of the offered 
standard software package, we thus have to take into accont other sources of influence towards 
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managerial decision making and other actors: intraorganizational power and ‘subunit power’ for example 
(Boeker, 1989).  
Management Accounting Departments tend to be strongly associated with the introduction of ERP 
systems (Newman & Westrup, 2005). However, many actors wish to speak for ERP systems 
implementation, especially when the ERP system becomes a truly enterprise-wide organizational 
information system. In a number of studies concerning ERP implementation the type of intermediary 
most frequently studied is the supply-side internal consultant (see Hislop 2002 for a review). This is 
because such consultants tend to be more numerous, visible and formal than those close to the end-users. 
Fewer studies submit that central role in this respect is performed by key-users (Wu & Wang, 2007).  In 
our view, in order to achieve a more nuanced and processual understanding of the evolution of 
customization choices in ERP implementation, supply side and use side intermediaries have to be treated 
symmetrically and conjointly. 
 
Fig. 8 – Dante Province ERP implementation choices: a synoptic view 
 
 
Through our multi-level and processual analysis we highlighted  that actors in the supply/use space  
consciously resort on space (relatioship building and enrolment of new actors) and time (deferral of 
decision, learning from the past) as resource for framing implementation choices. 
Instead of achieving a higher degree of conformity to the surrounding institutional environment, changes 
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in the organizational field of implementation choices  are driven by actor’s search for new spaces of 
autonomy.  
As an example, when in the first time period, ERP implementation was experimented by the Steering 
Committee as a cross-functional standardization, in the subsequent period, sub-units and their 
representatives (Key Users) profited from changes in actors roles (the absence of Steering Committee, the 
move of the project manager within the central Accounting Department) to center the ERP design around 
their many ‘demands for policy’.  
Coscious as she was of having lost centrality in ERP implementation choices, the Project Manager 
overflowed the frame imposed by Key Users as sub-unit centered design by widening the supply/use space. 
By hiring SAP Consultants working for other neighbour public administrations she brought into the picture 
a number of new resources (coming from SAP consultants but from experience of other public 
administrations as well) toward cross-organizational and cross-regional standardization. 
It was this last time period that saw renewed managerial commitment. Taking the rising economic cost of 
ERP implementation as a pretext, former members of the Steering Committee intervened against the 
growing dependency from external consultants. They agreed upon building their own Consortium of 
consultants that should have provided generic ERP implementation to a large group of local organization in 
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